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EI Measure the economic lmpact of smoklng
ordmance on restaurant sales

EI nalyze Houston and Dallas s ’“




'Rising Popularity of Smoking Control Orcibie
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4 aws shown are those that restrict smoking to any extent.
. Note: some laws shown are not yeti 3

n effect. M
o Sou,':c'e; ANR Foundation,‘ Local Tobacco Control Ordinance Database.




anate Sector
Worksites

Restaurants

In Restaurants

Bars—-
Not in Restaurants

' Source: Texas Smoke-Free Ordinance Database,
Tralnlng Systems

k , Munlmpal Worksntes

B o

Coverage

%

7

59

45

76

Restricted y

free A

# % # % # % # % #
98 41 4 2 9 4 112 | 46 | 223
69 29 6 2 10 4 16 6 100

87

36 133

33

14

31

13 8 3

2 1 5 2

University of Houston Health Network for Evaluation and




:‘m Restaurant :ﬂ;::: mﬂ nt Population llin;lity County Passage Date
2 T 2 1953631 | 6919 | Hamis |  3/9/2005
2% @ 2 5 1188580 | 6544 | Dallas | 12212003
R 2 2 1144646 | 6817 | Bexar |  &7/2003
T TN T 656,562 | 47.06 | Travis |  3/3/2005
7l 5.8 5 5 563662 | 8165 | ElPaso | 1722002
RO I 2 2 534804 | 5419 | Tamant | 5p0/1997
i 2 3 3 332960 | 4036 | Tamant | 1011172005
2 5 1 1 277454 | 6147 | Nueces | 111172005
Ty 3 3 3 222030 | 2724 | Colin | 8r81995
Garland | 3 i 1 215768 | 4671 | Dallas | 272172006
Lubbock | 4 | 4 g: 1 1 199564 | 3870 | Lubbock | 7/12/2001
ving | 2 2l igl. 1 2 191615 | 5175 | Dallas | 771711997
laredo: % 2| & |- 5 5 5 176576 | 9496 | Webb |  4/3/2006
Xﬁma_ﬁﬁg__—*_ e e 123 2 173898717 3157 | Poter -] O/&/1880
?-‘_a_sadena“h COl A | 1 141674°| 52786 | Hams | 2191908 :
Brownsvile | 2 2 2 1 1 139722 | 9225 | Cameon | 1311988
GrandPraiie | 1 | 2 2 2 i 127427 | 5282 | Dalles | 241988
Mesquite 2 | 2 1 1 124523 | 3464 | Dallas | 1171999
Abilene 2 2 2 1 1 115930 | 3124 | Taylor 4/23/1987
Beaumont 5 5 5 5 5 113866 | 5732 | Jefferson |  4/25/2006

n

ance Database.University of Houston Health Network for Evaluation o



Prlor Impact Studles

Pubhc Health Vs Restaurant & Tobacco lndustnes
Q Publrc Health sponsored studies

g;{?;;AnalyS|s of aggregate restaurant sales
z;;Show no impact

Q “Q%TRestaurant & Tobacco Industnes

Analysrs of drsaggregated restaurant sates
= Show that some establrshments negatrvely rmpacted

O Not necessanly conﬂlctmg results

Drfferentlal effects on establishment but no effect in aggregate

e 0 !‘ M ‘E R 1 C fs

AR



Prior Im

pact Studies (cont.

Locality(ies) Studied
(Report Date) Author Affiliation / Sponsor Methodology 1
Texas Cities:
West Lake Hills, [ Huang, P Centers for Disease Control Used linear regression [
(1995) Tobias, S model to estimate the effect
Kohout, S of smoking ordinance on
Harris, M aggregate restaurant sales,
Saterwhite, D controlling for seasonal and
Simpson, D temporal economic trends.
Winn, L
Foehner, J
Pedro, L
Hayslett, J Texas Department of Health Used linear regression
Huang, P model to estimate the effect
of smoking ordinance on
aggregate restaurant sales,
controlling for seasonal and
_ temporal economic trends.
Huang, P Centers for Disease Control | Used linear regression
McCusker, M model to estimate the effect
of smoking ordinance on
aggregate restaurant sales
and mixed-beverage sales
tax receipts, controlling for
seasonal and temporal
economic trends.
Clower, TL Greater Dallas Restaurant Evaluated alcoholic
Weinstein, B L Association beverage sales data,
reviewed a survey of the
Greater Dallas Restaurant
Association membership
and analyzed information
obtained from press reports.
“

Results / Conclusions

Total sales of the

indoor air ordinances in any
of the four cities reviewed.
Total sales and mixed

beverage sales were not
affected by the smoking ban.

Alcohol sales in Dallas
eating and drinking
establishments fell between
2002 and 2003, while sales
in surrounding areas
increased. Self-reported
survey data found that
restaurant sales declined.
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Methodology

/l‘;ﬂnalyzed both taxable sales and mrxed
beverage sales s

El Studied historical performance of
restaurant secto r's in both markets

0 Used regression analysis and adaptrve

forecastrng to estrmate rmpact of
ordlnances | i




Data Sources

*l:l Taxable Sales from Comptroller '

e wiimy Aggregate Eating Places,
- Eating and Drinking Places

EI Mlxed Beverage Sales from Comptroller
= Full-Service Restaurants and Dnnklng Places
El Consumer Price Index from BLS it

Q Busmess Cycle lndex from Federal Reserve of
Dallas <

O Constructed vanables to control for seasonallty
u Constructed vanable to represent ordlnance |




Historical Performance
Restaurant Sales

i Dallas Restaurant Sales per Outlet
- By Restaurant Type ; :
= \_,‘ln Constant 2006 Dollars )

Houston Restaurant Sales per Qutlet
‘By Restaurant Type
i COnstant 2006 Dollars

0 15t and 2nd quarter f' gures hlgher than 3“" and 4th quarter
o Dallas restaurants more sensitive to economrc recessuon




~ Historical Performance =
Mlxed Beverage Sales

Dallas Mlxed Beverage Sales per Outlet Houston Mixed Beverage Sales per Outlet
- By Outlet Type M L 28 i TN Outlet‘l'ype
g ln Constant‘2006 Dollars;f:ﬁ:ﬁ_ £ Pelieg s ln ConstantZOOG Dol!ars -

R

EI 4th and 1 StTﬁquarter sales hlgher than 2nd and 3rd quarter
O Dallas bars more sensntlve to economlc recess:on
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Conshnt
Resraurant Safes IR 5 i v R v
| Restaurants  |ess2s | 28 3,971 5,801 4514
1 o000 | o000 0.000 0.000 0000
) | Adi.R2=0.838
Eating Places | eeser | -s08 6,515 11,229 9,084
] (SiC 5812) - B _ 0. goé:__“fo@o 0.000 0.000 _o?o_oa__
Adj. R? = 0.808
Eating and Dnnklng Places | 246662 | -1.284 11144 | 10,064 3525
| sic 5816,5817) | 'o'doo_“_ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.044
MixadBevemge Sales
| Fulrservice Restaurants | 57,647 286 -1,302 4,320 8,910
| (NAICs %22110) " o 0.000 0.081 0.267 0.000 0.000
A e 5
__[:j_nim;ﬁ;}:;; B 182,805 -1,630 -3,003 -13,241 17,918
(NAICS 722410) 0.000 0.000 0.092 0.000 0.000
I T T T
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Dallas

;pact of Smcklng OrdlnanCe

EI Mlxed Beverage Sales

O Restaurant Sales

No- stgmf cant effect on e
aggregate restaurant

- sales

~ No signif cant effect on
" "*Eatlng Places

No signifi cant effect on

Eating and Dnnkmg
Places L

No sngnlf cant effect on
Dnnkmg Places

Significant effect on
Full-Servrce Restaurants
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Houston
- Trend Analysns
Houston Restaurant Sales per Outlet in 2006 Constant Dollars. e

AIl Restaurants (SIC 5812, 5816 5817)
. Hoit-Winters Forecast
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e 4 Houston e
Tre n d An alysis Res u Its

Constant
Mixed Beverage Sales_
Full-Service l;estacrants

| (NAICS 722110)

Drinking Places
(NAICS 722410)

Time

Q1

90750

-155

-2,995

0000

0.718

Adj R2

0.157

0.001

108985

-1,299

3,726

DOOO
Adj R2

0.001

0.063

0900

O Mixed Beverage Sales

= No S|gn|t" cant effect cn Full Servnce Restaurants
= No s:gmf‘ cant effect on Dnnkmg Places




Conclusrons

El No adverse effects on restaurant sales In
aggregate or by restaurant type -

0 Negative impact on Dallas Full- se[ij" €
Restaurants mixed beverage sales
L Trend not repllcated in Houston

0 Non_funlform effects on dlffernt types of
resta ura nts R

i ,’Generally msrgnlﬂcant







Regressron Model

Y = Bo + B1(Tm) + Bz(Q1 ) + 63(02) + B4(Q3) + Bs(BCI) + Ba(Ord) +€
where: i

Y = Local taxable restaurant sales per outlet in constant 2006 dollars,
dr lllocal gross mlxed beverage sales per outlet in constant 2006
ollars.

Tm = the tlme penod In which the observatlon was taken

Q1 -'~1 if the observatlon was in the first quarter and 0if othenrvlse
Q2 =1: rf the observatron was m the second quarter and 0 rf othenmse
Q3=1 if the observatron was in the thrrd quarter and 0 if othenmse
BCl = Busuness Cycle lndex for the appropnate MS" and time period.
Ord =1 |f the smoklng ordmance was in effect and O :f‘otherwuse
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